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Ref: B8EPR-EP

Mr. Burt Kulesza "
Forest Supervisor

Ashley National Forest

355 N. Vernal Ave.

Vernal, UT 84078

Re: Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Management of the
High Unitas Wilderness

Dear Mr. Kulesza:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air
Act, the Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact

Statement (DEIS) for the subject project. We offer the following
comments for your consideration.

We commend the Ashley and Wasatch-Cache National Forests for
their mutual concerns of the condition and use of the High Uintas
Wilderness and the need to amend current direction in the
existing Forest Plans. The EPA agrees that evaluating existing
monitoring results and the application of the Limits of ‘
Acceptable Change (LAC) planning process will aid the Forests in
defining those desired conditions to be maintained or restored in
the wilderness.

The EPA believes that selection and implementation of

Alternative 1, the Forests preferred alternative, as the proposed
action meets the stated purpose and need.

Based on the procedures the EPA uses to evaluate the
environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives and
the adequacy of information provided, the EPA Region VIII rates
the draft EIS as category LO (Lack of Objections). A summary of
the EPA’'s rating definitions is attached for reference.
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The EPA appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on
the draft EIS. If you have any questions, please contact Mike
Hammer of my staff at (303) 312-6563.

Sincerely,

(28 2 Cor el

Carol L. Campbell, Director
Ecosystems Protection Program

cc: Elaine Suriano, OFA EPA-HQ -



POLICY AND PROCEDURES

1640

SIMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS
AND FOLLOW=UP ACTION®

Environmencal lapset s5f =he Action

LO=={Lacr of Objeccions

The EPA review has not idencifiad aay potential eaviroomencal lapacts
fequiring substancive cnanges (o the proposal. The review @may have disclosed
oppartunicies far spplication of micigation measures that could be
dccomplighed with no more than slaor chamges ¢o the proposal.

EC=—=Envir sl Conagras -

Tha EPA reviev nas ldencified saviroameapcal ispacts cthat should be avoidad a
ordet to fully pretect tha environment. COofrective @EASUres BAY Fequirs
chaages to the preferred altermacive or application of mitigecion msasuras
CREE cam reduce the environmemtal ispeet. EPA would like to work with tha
lead ag Y ta r e these i Be

EC=—favirenmancal Objeccioas

The EPA review has Ldemcified sigaificant eavirommaacal impaees tnat musc be
svoided in order tec provide adeguacs protection for the eavirommsact. Corrective
S38Sures =ay require subscanclal chaages to the prafecrred alterna cive or
censidarscion of scma ocher project altermacive {ineluding the no actiea
aleernacive of 4 new alceraaciva). EPA incends to worfk with tha leaad

ageacy to rad thase Lapacts.

EU—favironmencally Unsacisfaceoey

The EPA reviev has identified adverse environsencsl lmpeces chat are of
sufficient magnitude. chac they are uasacisfsctory from cha standpatnt of
Public health or welfare or emvirommancal qualiey. EPA {ntends to work wich
tha lead agency to reduca these ispaccs. [f the poteacial unsacisfacecory
Lepacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
focoemanded for referral to the CEQ.-

Adeguacy of the [9pace Scacement

Cacegory l-—adequace

EPA balieves the araft EIS sdequately sees forth che environmenctal ispace(s)
ot the preferred altarnacive and those of the altarnatives reasonanly avail
able to the preject or accica. e further snsiysis or dacta colleccion is
nacessary, but the reviewse may fuggest the sadicion of clarifying language or
infermacion.

Category l—Insufficiene Infarmacicn

The drafc EIS dees wot comesin sufficient 1aformacion for EPA to fully sssess
eavifonmsncal lapects thae should be avoided ia order to fully procectc the
eavironment, or the LPA reviswer has idescified new creasemably available
aleernacives chag ace within the epectrum of sleefmacives analyzed in che
drafe EIS, whieh eould feduce tha environmeacal impacts of the aecisn. The
ideacified additiomal iaformacion, daca, smalyses, or diseussion should be
locluded (n che fimsl E1S.

Categery 3—(inadequaca

EPA does not believe that the drafc E1S adequately aseesses pocencially
sigaificant environmsacsl Lmpsces of the accion, or the EPA reviewer has
tdentified new, Toasonably svailsble altarnacives thac are cucside of the
OpocErum of alcernacives analyzed in the drafe EIS, wateh should be anaivzed
iB erdaf to reduce the pocencially significant environssacal iapaces. EPA
believes chat the Ldemcified additional informaciom., data, analyses, or
digseussions are of such a magnitude that chey should have full public raviaw
4t & drafc scage. EPA does not beliave that the drafe E£1S is adequace for the
purposes of the NEPA ana/or Section 3109 review, snd thus should be formalily
revised and mase available for punlic comssnt in a4 supplemental or ravised
draft EIS. On the basis of the pocencisl significane impsecs tavolved, this
Ptopossl could be a candidate for refecral to the CEQ.

°Prom EPA Manual 1640 Policy ana Proceduress for the Review of Federal Actioans
[spaceing che tnvironmanc.
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